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~AT&T.
Robert W. Quinn, Jr. Suite 1000
Federal Government Affairs 1120 20th Street NW
Vice President Washington DC 2.0036

202 457 3851
FAX 202 457 2545

May 10, 2002

ElectronicFiling
Ms. MarleneDortch
Secretary
FederalCommunicationsCommission
44512th St., SW,RoomTWB-204

Washington,DC 20554

Re: NoticeofEx ParteContact:

SecondJointApp/icationofBe//SouthForAuthori~ationUnderSection271 OfThe CotumunicationsActToProvideIn-
Re~gion,InterLATAServiceIn TheStatesOfGeorgiaandLouisiana,CC DocketNo. 02-35

DearMs. Dortch:

OnThursdayMay 9, 2002,1metwith CommissionerMartin andMonicaDesai,CommissionerMartin’s Legal
Adviser,regardingtheabovereferencedproceedings. In thatmeeting,we reiteratedAT&T’s oppositionto BellSouth’s
applicationfor all of thereasonsarticulatedby AT&T in its Comments,ReplyCommentsandcx partefilings in this
docket. In particular,I focusedon theApril 19, 2002ex partelettersubmittedby AT&T in this proceeding.At the
requestof the CommissionerandMs. Desai,I haveattachedsomeadditionalsummarydataason theissuesof
contentionwhichremainon thechangemanagementprocess.Finally, thediscussionof significantchangerequests
containedin thecurrentbacklogandsummari2edin thoseattachmentscanbefoundin theSupplementalDeclaration
filed by AT&T witnessesBradburyandNorrisatparagraph149.

Thepositionsexpressedby AT&T duringthemeetingwereconsistentwith thosecontainedin theComments
andcx partefilings previouslymadein eachof thesedockets Onecopyof this Noticeis beingsubmittedin accordance
with theCommission’srules

Sincerely,

~•

Enclosure .

cc: CommissionerKevinMartin
MonicaDesai



ChangeControl ProcessBack Log

• BellSouth’sCCP containsno deadlinesfor the
implementationof featurechanges.

• Theeffecton ChangeRequestsin backlog is:

• CRshaveremainedin “new” statusanaverageof 6
months(theprocessobjectiveis 10 businessdays);

• CRshaveremainedin “pending”status(acceptedbut
notprioritized)anaverageof 8 months;

• CRshaveremainedin “candidate”status(prioritized
butnotscheduledfor implementation)andaverageof
17 months;

• CRsin “scheduled”statusaretargetedfor
implementationanaverageof 23 monthsfrom
submission.

• Theeffect on ChangeRequestsimplementedin 2002is:

• In 2002 therehavebeen5 CLEC initiatedfeature
changesimplementedwith anaverage
implementationintervalof 24 months;

• In 2002 therehavebeen5 BellSouthinitiatedfeature
changesimplemented,with anaverage
implementationintervalof 4 months.

• The CCP DisputeResolutionprocesscontainsno
deadlines.

• BellSouth’scurrentproposalsdo notcorrectthese
deficienciesandarenot partof thecurrentprocess.See
attacheddocumenttitled ChangeControlUpdate.
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ChangeControl ProcessBack Log

Overall Feature ChangeRequestBack Log
2/20/021

17

ChangeRequestStatus NumberofChangeRequests
in BackLog

SubmissionDateof
“Oldest” Requestin Back

Log

New 29 8/2000

93 -

32

15

Pending

CandidateRequest

Scheduled

Total

9/2000

8/1999

8/1999

New— Indicatesa ChangeRequesthasbeenreceivedby theBellSouthChangeControl
Manager(“BCCM”) buthasnot beenvalidated. The.intervalfor validation is 10
businessdays.

Pending— IndicatesaChangeRequesthasbeenacceptedbytheBCCMandscheduled
for ChangeReviewandprioritization. ChangeReviewoccurs at eachmonthlystatus
meeting,prioritizationoccurs in March,June, AugustandDecember.

CandidateRequest— IndicatesaChangeRequesthascompletedtheChangeReviewand
prioritizationprocessandis readyto bescheduledto arelease.

Scheduled— IndicatesaChangeRequesthasbeenscheduledfor arelease.

1 All informationsummarizedherewasobtainedfrom theBellSouthChangeControlLog providedtothe

CLECsby e-mailonFebruary20,2002.
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Change Control ProcessBack Log

Aging Summary

ChangeRequestStatus AverageIntervalfrom
Submission
(months)

BellSouthInitiated CLEC Initiated

New 6 3 7

Pending 8 6 10

CandidateRequest 17 17 18

AverageInterval from
Submissionto

Targeted
Implementation

(months)

Scheduled 23 21 23

3



ChangeControl ProcessBack Log

Aging Summary II

ChangeRequestStatus Percentlessthan6
months

Percent6 to 12
months

Percentgreater
than12 months

New 54% 29% 17%

Pending 29% 53% 18%

CandidateRequest - - 100%

Scheduled - - 100%

Percent12 - 18
months

Percent18 — 24
months

Percentgreater
than24months

CandidateRequest 66% 26% 8%

Scheduled 14% 64% 22%
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Chan!e Control Update

On May2, 2002,BellSouthandtheCLECsheldtheirthirdmeetingto discussthe

“redline/greenline”versionsofthe ChangeControlProcess(“CCP”) document.SeeAT&T

April 19 exparteat 5-7 (discussingpreviousmeetingsheldonMarch28andApril 11, 2002).

As in thetwo previousmeetings,progresswasmadeon someissues;for example,BellSouth

finally agreedto accepttheCLECs’ proposalto clarify thatthescopeoftheCCP includes

linkage,legacy,andbilling systems.

However,like theprevioustwo meetings,theMay2~’meetingdid notresolvethe

critical issuesoftheprioritization,implementation,sequencing,andschedulingof change

requests.Instead,asattheApril
11

th meeting,BellSouthproposedthat therebe separateCLEC

andBellSouthproductionreleases,with BellSouthretainingsolecontroloverwhatchanges

would beimplementedin “its” releases-- andthatBellSouthimplementprioritizedCLEC-

initiatedchangerequestswithin 60 weeks,subjectto “capacityconstraints.”As AT&T has

previouslydemonstrated,BellSouth’sproposalis flawedin numerousrespects,including:(1) its

arbitrarydivisionofreleasesby CLECsandby BellSouth;(2) its focuson theoriginatorofthe

changes,ratherthantheirimportance;(3) BellSouth’sretentionof exclusivecontrolover

prioritizationandimplementationof its ownchangerequests;and(4) themeaninglessnatureof

BellSouth’stimetablefor implementation.Id. at 6-7.

BellSouthmadeclearattheMay2nd meetingthatit wasunwilling to acceptthe

CLECs’ proposalsfor changesto theCCPregardingprioritization,implementation,sequencing,

andschedulingofchangerequests.In fact,despitethepatentinadequacyofits ownproposal,

BellSouthstatedthat it wasmaking its “bestandfinal” offer.



At theMay2’~’meetingBellSouthalsocontinuedto fail to provideCLECswith

thereleasecapacityinformationthattheyneedto makemeaningfulprioritizationdecisions,

despiteits previouscommitmentto do so. SeeAT&T ReplyCommentsat24 & n.32. BellSouth

statedthat it hadno plansto provideCLECswith anycapacitydataregarding2002releases,but

simplyagreedto “investigate”doing so. Similarly,althoughBellSouthpromisedto provide

CLECswith 2003capacitydataby May 10,2002, it statedthat it hadno plansto include

capacityinformationfor defectchangesto be implemented— despitethefactthat defectchanges

haveconstitutednearly75 percentofthechangerequestsimplementedby BellSouth. BellSouth

agreedonly to “investigate”providingsuchinformation. AT&T April 19 exparteat 3-4.

BellSouthalsostatedthatit wouldonly providecapacityinformationusingits arbitrarydivision

of“CLEC releases”and“BellSouthreleases.”BellSouthfurtherstatedthatit expectedthe

CLECsto prioritize changerequestsandselecta2003releaseplanat theMay22nd CCPmeeting

— eventhoughtheinadequacyofthe capacityinformationit is willing to provideeffectively

makessuchprioritizationimpossible,giving the CLECsno frameofreferencewith whichto

makesuchdecisions.Finally, BellSouthadvisedtheCLECsthat it wouldnotprovidespecific

capacityinformationrelatedto the implementationofELMS-6 (thenext industrystandard

release)onMay 10thi, butwould simplyprovide“model” capacityinformationfor ELMS-6 on

that date.

Theinadequacyofthechangecontrolprocessis furtherconfirmedby AT&T’s

recentuseoftheCAVE testenvironment,whichagainshowedthat CAVE doesnot mirror the

actualproductionenvironment.SeeBradbury/NorrisSupp.Decl. ¶11 170-174;AT&T Replyat

24-27. In early2002,becauseAT&T wishedto useCAVE for variouspurposes,AT&T and

BellSouthenteredintoatestingagreementencompassinganumberoftestcases,including the
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parsedCSR. AT&T andBellSouthalsoheldnumerousdiscussionsto clarify AT&T’s objectives

forthetest. Yet,whenAT&T attemptedto testBellSouth’sparsedCSRfunctionality in CAVE

in April 2002, it simplyreceivedanerrormessage— eventhoughBellSouthhadimplemented

suchfunctionalityin actualcommercialproductionmorethanthreemonthsearlier. When

AT&T requestedanexplanationfrom BellSouth,BellSouthclaimedthatit wasunawarethat

AT&T intendedto testtheparsedCSR. BellSouth’sexplanationwasillogical, sinceAT&T’s

testingoftheparsedCSRwas expresslylisted amongthetestcasesin theparties’ testing

agreementandhadpreviouslybeendiscussedby theparties. Clearly, BellSouthhasnotyet

configuredCAVE to reflecttheactualproductionenvironment. Theabsenceof sucha“mirror-

image”environmentis a seriousdeficiency,particularlyin view ofBellSouth’srecordof

implementingnumerousreleaseshavingseriousdefects(with resultingadverseimpactson

CLECs,which lackedatestenvironmentthatwould haveenabledthemto identify defectsbefore

actualimplementationofthereleases).AT&T Replyat26; Bradbury/NorrisSupp.Dccl. ¶ 175

&Att.61.

ThetestingproposalthatBellSouthmadeattheApril
11

th redline/greenline

meetingalsoshowsthatCAVE doesnotreflectthecommercialproductionenvironment.In its

application,BellSouthattemptedto supportits argumentthatCAVE reflectedtheproduction

environmentby assertingthatit “providesCLECsusingCAVE with real-timeaccessto pre-

orderingdata” — in contrastto Verizon,which “limits CLECsto asubsetoforderingdata.”

Stacy/Varner/AinwsworthSupp.Aff. ¶ 137 & n.16. Yet, in its recenttestingproposal,BellSouth

statedthat only “appropriateaddressesandtelephonenumbers”will beavailablein CAVE for

usein conductingpre-orderingandorderingtransactions.Thatis thevery approachthat Verizon

hastaken— andthatBellSouthpreviouslycriticizedasnot reflectingactualproduction.Id.
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In additionto failing to provideanadequatetestenvironment,BellSouth

continuesto refuseto agreeto a “go/no go vote” procedure,whichwould ensurethat ascheduled

changecango forwardonly with theCLECs’ consentandthatCLECs canstopaplannedchange

thatmaycauseproblemsin theOSS,basedon testingoron areviewofdocumentationwhen

testingis unavoidable.SeeBradburyDccl. ¶~J185-186;Bradbury/NorrisSupp.Dccl. ¶ 194;

Texas271 Order¶ 112. Duringaconferencecall today(May 9)regardingCAVE testing,

BellSouthreiteratedthat it wouldnotallow CLECsto haveanyrole in its final “go/no go”

decisionrelatedto BellSouth’sownproductionreleases(or anyrole in BellSouth’s final decision

regardingthecontentandtiming ofits releases),evenwhenCLECs’ testingrevealsflaws in the

releasesthatwould negativelyimpacttheiroperations.

Due DateCalculator Update

A recentchangerequestfiledby BellSouthreconfirmsthat its duedatecalculator

doesnot consistentlyprovideCLECswith accurateduedates— andthat BellSouthstill fails to

provideCLECswithdue calculationcapabilityequivalentto thatusedby BellSouth’sretail

operations.See,e.g., AT&T at 15-18;AT&T Replyat 8-10. OnMay7, 2002,BellSouthfiled a

defectchangerequest(CR 0770)statingthatthe TAG duedatecalculatoris giving inconsistent

duedateson “featureexceptions”— atermthatBellSouthdid notdefine. Furthermore,

BellSouth’sown datacontinueto suggestthat thecalculatorstill doesnotworkproperly.

BellSouth’sFlow-ThroughErrorAnalysisReportfor March2002 identified3,375 BellSouth-

1 AlthoughBellSouth’schangerequestrefersonly to theTAG pre-orderinginterface,bothTAG
andtheLENS pre-orderinginterfaceusethe sameduedatecalculator.
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causederrorsas“Due DateCouldNot Be Calculated”(Error Code9685)— indicatingthatthe

duedatecalculatorfailedto functionat all for nearly3,400ordersduringthat month.2

2 BellSouth’sFlow-ThroughErrorAnalysis Reportfor February2002 similarly identified4,581

BellSouth-causederrorsunderError Code9685. AT&T Replyat 8. Theseerrorsinvolve LSRs
thatfall out for manualprocessingsolelybecauseoferrorsin BellSouth’ssystems.AT&T April
19 exparteat 12 n.24.
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